Deuteronomy 34, the final chapter of the Pentateuch, holds a key position for the compositional and theological understanding of the Hebrew Bible. The Pentateuch concludes with the story of Moses' death, but this is not really a satisfying thematic conclusion. The promise of land is not fulfilled; this must await the book of Joshua, where Joshua, depicted as the successor of Moses in Numbers, Deuteronomy, and Joshua, completes the conquest of Canaan that was initiated by Moses' conquest of the Transjordan. This was the main reason that critical scholarship created the Hexateuch, 1 which served as the dominant JBL 119/3 (2000) This paper has its origin in a presentation by Thomas Römer at the 1998 Annual Meeting of the Society of Biblical Literature in Orlando, Florida. Marc Brettler offered extensive comments to this paper, which buttressed Römer's position in several ways from a different perspective. Römer then wrote an initial (German) draft of this paper, to which Brettler reacted. Römer's draft was then translated into English with the help of Dr. Françoise Smyth, and Brettler integrated his comments into that draft. Ms. Sarah Shectman of Brandeis University then offered useful comments on this unified draft. This version represents several iterations later, after the two versions were integrated more fully.
This early ending concluded the book in a typical fashion: by killing off its main character. 14 This separated Deuteronomy from what followed-in contrast to other traditions now found at the end of Deut 34, the early D tradition did not mention Joshua because 34:1-6* was considered to be the end of the Mosaic age. Only the opening of Joshua (1:1), with the death of "Moses the servant of YHWH" (see Deut 34:5) , closely linked Joshua to the preceding Deuteronomy; Deuteronomy was not linked to anticipate what followed. This link between Joshua and the preceding material was interrupted as a result of subsequent redactional activity-what we call the Pentateuch Redaction-which reflects serious divergence of opinion concerning how the first large block of the Hebrew Bible should be construed.
The Pentateuch Redaction
Before Noth, Deut 34:4 was attributed to JE. 15 Noth's suggestion that the mention of the oath to the patriarchs in v. 4 was a Dtr feature has gained wide approval, 16 but this opinio communis is not compelling because the form of the promise of land there does not agree with its typical Dtr form. Nowhere else in Deuteronomy is the promise of land presented as a quotation (hnnta ^[rzl), introduced by rmal; Dtr texts elsewhere use infinitive constructs of vry or @tn. 17 Thus, Deut 34:4, hnnta ^[rzl rmal bq[ylw qjxyl !hrbal yt[bvn rva $rah taz, should be contrasted with the expected !kytbal hwhy [bvn rva hmdah/$rah !hl ttl (cf., e.g., Deut 11:21). This contrast highlights another significant way in which Deut 34:4 is exceptional: it names the three patriarchs rather than using the term twba, which is much more typical in Dtr. These anomalies are best explained by noting that this verse is not Dtr. It belongs to a redactional layer that aims to strengthen the coherence of the Pentateuch; more specifically, Deut 34:4 is taking over the first promise of land to Abraham in Gen 12:7, tazh $rahAta @ta ^[rzl, refracting it as qjxyl !hrbal yt[bvn rva $rah taz hnnta ^[rzl rmal bq[ylw. Nowhere else does Deuteronomy use the phrase $rah taz. Additionally, the text of Deut 34:4 is grammatically problematic, since the MT notes the names of the three patriarchs but continues in the singular hnnta ^[rzl, rather than hnnta !k[rzl. 18 This is best explained by suggestRömer and Brettler: Deuteronomy 34 405 ing that this is a citation of the promise in Gen 12:7, where the singular is used since Abraham alone is the promise recipient. If this is the case, the inversion of tazh $rah of Genesis to $rah taz might reflect an application of Seidel's law, which suggests that earlier sources are often quoted chiastically. 19 We may also find a link to the patriarchal tradition in the description of land in Deut 34:1, where God shows Moses the whole land. This may well be an allusion to Abraham seeing the land in Gen 13:14. In fact, the expression AlkAta $rah is attested in the Pentateuch for the first time in Gen 13:15 and for the last time in Deut 34:1. 20 By slightly revising vv. 1-3 and creating the reference to Abraham, Isaac, and Jacob in v. 4, the book of Deuteronomy becomes the end of the Pentateuch. The same redactor has inserted seven references that name the patriarchs in Deuteronomy (1:8; 6:10; 9:5, 27; 29:12; 30:20; 34:4), identifying them with the twba of Deuteronomy. 21 This clearly reflects a Pentateuch Redaction that wants to separate Deuteronomy from the following books, since beyond the book of Deuteronomy the twba are never explicitly identified with the three patriarchs.
The redactor who revised Deut 34:1-5 composed vv. 10-12. 22 Verse 10 is certainly not Dtr; in fact, it is correcting the Dtr statement in Deut 18:15, which suggests that YHWH will raise up (!yqy) a prophet like Moses. Deuteronomy 34:10, however, insists that Moses is incomparable, and "no prophet has risen (!q al) in Israel like Moses." Similarly, the notion that anyone could know YHWH !ynpAla !ynp fundamentally contradicts the thesis of Deut 4, that YHWH has no hnwmt (4:15). 23 The incomparability of Moses is the theme of the following verses. In these verses, Dtr expressions that are elsewhere used to celebrate God's rescue in the exodus are transferred to Moses. 24 The consequence is, as
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Rendtorff puts it, "that Moses' deeds are almost identified with God's deeds. Moses was more than a prophet, more than any other man, and nearer to God." 25 The work of this Pentateuch redactor is confined here to references to the patriarchal (v. 4) and the exodus traditions (vv. 11-12). The link between these various traditions is elsewhere not very strong and may have been the work of P. 26 The redactional work goes beyond that, suggesting that there is a strong link between the patriarchal narratives, the exodus narratives, and the legal material in the Torah. Deuteronomy 34:4, 10-12 intends to confirm the idea of a Mosaic canon in which the patriarchal stories are an integral introduction to the exodus and the legal material. 27 In this scheme, the Deuteronomic law mediated by Moses needs to be read in light of the patriarchal narratives and the exodus story, rather than with the following former prophets. 28 As we will now show, Deut 34:7-9, the Priestly-Deuteronomistic Redaction, has quite a different program.
The Priestly-Deuteronomistic Redaction
As noted earlier, Deut 34:7-9 and part of Deut 34:1 are often ascribed to P or P g , and are typically seen as the end of the Priestly document. 29 Some reflection, however, indicates that this is unlikely. The appointment of Joshua as Moses' successor in v. 9 would be a surprising conclusion to P; furthermore, this appointment actually looks ahead to the next episode, and thus does not serve as a conclusion at all. Additionally, it is not at all certain that these verses should be considered P, though, as noted above, they are acquainted with Priestly traditions. Thus, 34:7-9 presupposes Num 20:1-13 and 27:12-23, as 31 In contrast to the Priestly Num 20, Deut 34:7-9 does not mention any fault of Moses that justifies his death outside of the land. The text is agnostic on this issue because it does not want to side either with the Dtr (1:37; 4:21) or with the Priestly (Num 20:12) explanation of Moses' death; yet it betrays knowledge of both Priestly and Deuteronomic traditions. For these reasons, these three verses are best understood as a Priestly-Dtr joint venture. 32 This is really not surprising; others have argued that we might find such texts which blend D and P at the end of the redactional process. 33 Deuteronomy 34:7-9 should be added to these texts. These verses, however, as noted above, prepare the reader for Joshua and thus should be linked to D-P redaction of the Hexateuch, rather than to the Pentateuch.
III. The Struggle for Hexateuch or Pentateuch in the Persian Period
Both redactions (the Pentateuch Redaction and the P-D Redaction) must be viewed within the debate about the publication of an "official" Holy Scripture for Judaism in the Persian period. We lack much information concerning this period, and any reconstruction, such as the so-called Imperial Authorization hypothesis, 34 must remain somewhat hypothetical. 35 It is most likely, how-
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ever, that the Pentateuch in its current form represents a compromise due to long and difficult negotiations among different religious parties in Jerusalem and Samaria, as suggested by E. A. Knauf. 36 The outlines of these negotiations may only be imagined. Yet, as we attempt to reconstruct a model that best explains the current shape of the biblical text, we would suggest that they were ultimately complicated by the existence of a Dtr-Priestly minority, which coalesced to promote the publication of a Hexateuch. This involved the structuring of the first six books into a more unified whole, which coheres beyond the structure of promise of the land and its fulfillment.
Joshua 24 is the central chapter suggesting this coherence, thereby fostering the existence of the Hexateuch. Its place and composition have posed a huge problem for critical scholarship. 37 It was even a problem for Noth, who insists that 24:1-28 is a "Deuteronomistically edited passage" that was added "because it contributes something very important to the history of Joshua." 38 Others have noted that the double ending of the book of Joshua in chs. 23 and 24 does not fit very well with the traditional DtrH hypothesis. The Göttingen school has therefore postulated that Josh 24 should be considered the work of DtrH, whereas ch. 23 would have been inserted later by DtrN, 39 but this thesis is overly complicated and not very convincing. It is therefore not surprising that more and more scholars now consider Josh 24 to be a postexilic and post-Dtr text. 40 We concur, suggesting more specifically that Josh 24 was created by the Hexateuch redactor to summarize and conclude the larger work as a whole. Thus, positing the existence of the Hexateuch solves the various critical problems associated with the chapter.
Our position reflects a return to a modified form of the older model that understood Josh 24 as the Elohist's conclusion to the Torah, 41 45 The recapitulation of the people's history starts, contrarily to the Dtr summaries, with the patriarchs (or even before) and ends with the conquest of the land. In terms of language, Josh 24 employs Priestly as well as Dtr language. 46 For example, it uses the Priestly term @[nk $ra; likewise, Josh 24:6 reflects the P account of Exod 14. These initial observations support the notion that Josh 24 was constructed by the Hexateuch redactor, who was familiar with both Priestly and Deuteronomic material, in order to effect closure on his work.
In fact, Josh 24 is not only connected to the Joseph story at the end of Genesis, forming a type of frame around the Hexateuch; it has broader connections to the rest of the Pentateuch. Many of these are to texts that do not show "classical" Dtr language. 47 For example, the author of Josh 24 invites his listeners to 58 In Deut 28:21, the verb hlk is used in reference to Israel being "terminated" from the land of Israel, not "terminated" in the absolute sense.
The use of the phrase hlah !yrbdh in Josh 24:26 also offers significant support in our search for an original Hexateuch. This phrase appears a full eight times in Deuteronomy and was probably understood as a reference to the book of Deuteronomy as a whole. 59 Thus, the author of Josh 24 is really saying that hlah !yrbdh, "these words," of Deuteronomy need to be updated through the insertion of a new set of hlah !yrbdh, namely, the book of Joshua. Furthermore, is it purely coincidental that Deuteronomy begins with !yrbdh hla, while Joshua, almost at its conclusion, chiastically refers to hlah !yrbdh? 60 This "Hexateuchal address" by Joshua is situated at Shechem. This location may reflect the difficult discussion about the "identity" of Israel. Some scholars have argued that this location could be understood as an attempt to integrate the "proto-Samaritans" into Israel. 61 E. Blum's statement about this is quite convincing: "Concerning the key question: 'Who belongs to Israel?' Joshua 24 defends for its audience an inclusive position." 62 We have a similar ideology in the book of Chronicles, which contain some speeches inviting the "brethren in the north" to "convert" to "real" Yahwism (cf. 2 Chr 30:1-18). The protagonists of such an inclusive Hexateuch, who use "Shechem" as a symbol for those who are typically considered outside the pale but are here invited in, reflect the combination of Dtr and Priestly streams of traditions. L. Perlitt is certainly right in stressing that such coalitions are very probable. It is impossible to imagine that the intellectual groups of postexilic Judaism lived in total isolation from each other 63 -there is no reason to believe that there might have been separate Priestly and Dtr villages! This conclusion concerning the composition of the chapter explains why in the history of the study of these verses, such a wide diversity of sources has been proposed, 64 and why later, more open-minded scholars conclude that the
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chapter is by an "author who is not to be identified with the Deuteronomist or any other Pentateuchal source." 65 It also explains why the chapter shares such a vast amount of phraseology with material that crosses all source-critical boundaries. 66 It is certainly likely that a late 67 joint Dtr-Priestly redaction, would, like Chronicles, 68 share in the ideology and language of the two major theological strands of the Pentateuch, and others as well.
The existence of a Dtr-P coalition also explains why the Dtr book of Joshua incorporates a number of "Priestly" texts. 69 In addition, several texts, such as Joshua 3-4 and Josh 6 are so blended with Dtr and Priestly elements that no scholar has convincingly succeeded in making out the different strata of these texts. 70 Although P is later seen in the MT of 1 Kgs 8:1-10 and 62-68, 71 in no other place in the DtrH after Joshua is there so much P material or so sizable a block of P material that is well integrated with D material. Thus, the D-P material seen in a significant part of Joshua is unique and reflects the unique status
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of Joshua as the conclusion of the Hexateuch. In this context, we might even understand the notice about the death of Eleazar the priest in Josh 24:33 as a gesture of good will from the Hexateuch Deuteronomists toward their priestly colleagues. 72 The acceptance of Noth's DtrH hypothesis has blinded most contemporary scholars to the implications of the similarities between Josh 24 and Genesis. For example, R. G. Boling and G. E. Wright note: "This [Josh 24 :32] forms an envelope construction with Gen 50:25 (cf. Exod 13:19) tying the end of the Joshua book to the end of Genesis and showing that the Tetrateuch is presupposed as one long epic, preface to the Dtr historical work." 73 We cannot fathom this comment, which is internally contradictory: they are certainly correct in noting the "envelope structure" or inclusio, but have not realized that this observation flies against Noth's suggestion for the existence of a separate Tetrateuch and DtrH, instead strongly suggesting that we must, on some level, look at the enveloped Hexateuch, which is followed by Judges through Kings.
These many observations concerning various anomalies in Josh 24 suggest that this chapter in its current forms reflects an attempt to create a Hexateuch as the official document of Judaism, and that for a very short time the Pentateuch and Hexateuch competed with each other for the status of the central book in early Judaism. It is even possible that the original titles of these two works have been preserved. The title of the Hexateuch may be reflected in Josh The fact that an eighth day is commemorated (v. 18-cf. Lev 23:36) and that the festival is connected to joy (cf. Deut 16:14) clearly suggests that some form of Torah legislation that includes both (the latest levels of) H and D served as the basis for this legislation, as has been noted. 74 However, what has not been sufficiently explained is the reference to the fact that such a commemRömer and Brettler: Deuteronomy 34 415 oration had not been celebrated from the time of Joshua. However, if we understand !yhla(h) trwt rps as the Hexateuch, all is much clearer-after reading a book dealing with creation through the death of Joshua, it is quite appropriate for the narrator to observe that this is the first great commemoration since the period of Joshua. 75 If this surmise is correct, the book that was read by Nehemiah was the Hexateuch, which most likely eclipsed, for at least one moment in history, the Pentateuch. This was not to last, however, as the Pentateuch ultimately reasserted itself as the primary canonical division. 76 Confronted with this valorization of Joshua by the D-P Hexateuch redactors, the Pentateuch redactors put Deut 34:10-12 at the end of the Torah, insisting thereby that no one can be compared to Moses. Joshua 24 came from an attempt to compare Joshua to Moses, but this was countered in Deut 34:10-12, by insisting that Moses was sui generis, since Moses, and only Moses, could come so very close to God. With this statement, which looks back toward the exodus and emphasizes the incomparability of Moses, the Pentateuch got a fitting conclusion. The attempt by the D-P editors to create a Hexateuch was erased and awaited rediscovery by historical-critical scholarship.
IV. Summary and Conclusions
The analysis of Deut 34 has shown that this chapter incorporates three strata, each with its own purpose.
• The primary level (vv. 1*, 4a?, 5-6) belongs to DtrH and relates the transition from Moses to Joshua. This level encourages Deuteronomy to be read in conjunction with the following book of Joshua.
• The second stratum (vv. 1*, 7-9) builds on this transition and reflects a conscious effort by the redactors to create a Hexateuch. These verses were written by the Hexateuch redactor for the same reason that Josh 24 was composed-to stress that, like Moses, Joshua concludes a covenant, like Moses he enacts laws and decrees (24:25), and like Moses he is concerned with a book. 77 
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This discomfort about the place of Joshua derives from an assumption that Torah must be law. 80 But the Torah is not all law-indeed, the book of Genesis is, like Joshua, mostly narrative material, containing few laws (see esp. Gen Römer and Brettler: Deuteronomy 34 417 17 81 ). Perhaps we can even argue for the inclusion of Joshua as part of the Torah on structural grounds, yielding the symmetrical structure of a narrative introduction that largely dwells on the promise of the land (Genesis-Exodus 18), followed by laws (Exodus 19-the end of Deuteronomy), followed by a narrative conclusion, establishing the fulfillment of promise repeated so often in the narrative introduction (the end of Deuteronomy-Joshua). What really stands behind the Pentateuch-Hexateuch debate, which looks like a technical debate concerning the composition of the Bible, its editing, or the stages in which it was canonized, is really a much simpler and much deeper issue: the proper understanding of the term Torah. Here there is a remarkable contrast, which goes back already to the beginning of the first millennium C.E. Josephus, the Jewish historian who lived in the first century, described the first division of the canon as "comprising the laws and the traditional history from the birth of man down to Moses' death." In contrast, Jerome, the early church father who wrote at the end of the fourth century, noted, "These are the five books of Moses, to which properly they give the name Torah, that is, Law." 82 If Torah is understood as nomos, as it so often is in the post-Jerome Christian tradition, surely Joshua has no place in this initial composition (but neither does Genesis! 83 ). However, if Torah is understood more broadly as "instruction," a sense that it often has in the HB, a sense that justifies the stories of Genesis as well as those of Joshua, then Torah may refer to the Hexateuch.
This fits as well with the surmised ancient title for this six-part composition: !yhla(h) trwt rps. The instruction book of God instructed through both law and narrative, while hvm trwt, which was later simply called by the shorter term hrwt, and was (mis)understood as nomos, used law that was understood to be revealed to Moses as its predominant means of instruction. This suggested distinction, however, between hvm trwt and !yhla trwt is somewhat conjectural, and our main arguments, which concern the existence of an ancient Hexateuch (whatever it might have been called!) are independent of this suggestion. Interpretations must be judged by their ability to answer compelling ques- 83 Indeed, this is what provokes the medieval Jewish exegete Rashi to ask, quoting an earlier rabbinic text, why the Bible did not begin with Exod 12, the first time when Israel was given a law as a community. The fact that Genesis is not law is one of the main motivating factors for the composition of Jubilees, a rewritten version of Genesis that emphasizes Genesis as a law book. The fact that that could be done in a second-century B.C.E. book indicates that the understanding of Torah as "law" is not late and should not be attributed either to the early rabbis or to Jerome (cited above), thereby supporting our notion that what truly stands behind the Pentateuch-Hexateuch debate is a wider controversy on whether the Torah should be understood as "law" or as "instruction." tions more convincingly than alternatives. Ten years ago, in a brief discussion of Josh 24, C. Brekelmans raised the obvious question: "When we have seen that Josh. xxiv may be an insertion in the book, and when we have studied our text as an independent unit, we are left with the question why we find this text at the place where it stands. And, in a way, it is astonishing that this problem has been neglected almost completely. . . ." 84 The answer offered by Brekelmans, which highlights the connection of this unit to the following material in DtrH, is quite unconvincing. We believe that the connections noted above, which show that the chapter has much more significant connections to earlier pentateuchal material, are much more substantial than the few that Brekelmans manages to adduce to later texts in the Former Prophets. In sum, the suggestion that this chapter was composed late in the history of the composition of the biblical text, in an attempt by a late editor to create a Hexateuch, much more satisfactorily answers why we find this text at the place where it stands.
